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The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)13 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 23 January 2003 . 
2a)K This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
Disposition of Claims 

4) I3 Claim(s) 28-54 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) I3 Claim(s) 28-54 is/are rejected. 

7) Q Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) S The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 

The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)D approved b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§119 and 120 

13) Q Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)DAII b)D Some*c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(e) (to a provisional application). 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121 . 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Arguments 



Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 28-54 have been considered but are moot in 



view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Specification 



2. The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. 

3. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

The disclosure is objected to because it contains an embedded hyperlink and/or other 
form of browser-executable code. Applicant is required to delete the embedded hyperlink and/or 
other form of browser-executable code. See MPEP § 608.01. 

Appropriate correction is required. 



1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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4. 



Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 



3. Claims 28-3 1, 40-45, and 50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Card et al. [US Patent 5 804 802 A] in view of Werb et al. [US Patent 6 150 921 A]. 

Regarding claim 28, Card discloses a method for reading a tag located on a package, 
comprising: 

interrogating said tag located on said package; receiving first information stored on said 
tag, said first information including an address identifying a location on a computer network 
corresponding to said tag and first data regarding said package; communicating with said 
location identified by said address; accessing second information from said location on said 
computer network, said second information including second data regarding said package; and 
updating said second information from said location on the computer network with said first data 
regarding said package, [column 1, lines 1 1-42; column 1, line 62-column 2, line 5] 

Card does not expressly disclose an RFID tag or receiving the first information stored in 
a memory of said RFID tag, however, Werb discloses that such RFID tags used to track articles 
or items that have such a memory are well known and used in the art [column 1, lines 1 1-54, 
specifically lines 11-15 and 41-54]. Werb also discloses that RFID tags are known to those of 
ordinary skill in the art to be used as improvements of the tags used in the context of Card 
[column 1, lines 24-25]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made to use RFID tags that are well known and used in the art as disclosed in Werb with the 
method of reading a tag on a package that is also well known and used in the art as disclosed in 



Card. 
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Regarding claim 29, Card and Werb disclose the method of Claim 28. 

Card discloses wherein said tag is interrogated by a reader commanded by an operator of 
said reader and wherein said second information is updated automatically without requiring any 
further interaction by said operator, [column 1, lines 1 1-42] 

Card does not expressly disclose that use of an RFID tag or a reader that reads RFID tags, 
however, Werb discloses that RFID tags and readers are well known and used in the art. [column 
1, lines 15-23] 

Claim 29 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) since the motivations regarding the 
obviousness of claim 28 also apply to claim 29. 

Regarding claim 30, Card and Werb disclose the method of Claim 28. 

Card discloses wherein said second data comprises a detailed description of said package, 
[column 1, line 62-column 2, line 5] 

Regarding claim 31, Card and Werb disclose the method of Claim 30. 

Card discloses wherein said detailed description comprises a content of said package and 
a document associated with said content, [column 1, line 62-column 2, line 5] 

Card and Werb do not expressly disclose wherein said document comprises one of a 
document on a toxicity of said content, a document on a radioactivity level of said content, a 
document on a clean-up requirement of said content, and a document of disposal data of said 
content. 

However, these differences are only found in the nonfunctional descriptive material and 
are not functionally involved in the steps recited. The method of reading a tag on a package 
would be performed the same regardless of the data. Thus, this descriptive material will not 
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distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability. See In re Gulack, 
703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In reLowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 
USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have content such as the toxicity, radioactivity level, clean-up 
requirement, and disposal data because such data does not functionally relate to the steps in the 
method claimed and because the subjective interpretation of the data does not patentably 
distinguish the claimed invention. 

Regarding claim 40, Card and Werb disclose the method of Claim 28. 

Card does not expressly disclose wherein said memory of said RFID tag has a limited 
storage capacity and wherein said second data regarding said package supplements said first data 
regarding said package, however, Card does disclose that package tracking systems use a method 
to update package tracking information [column 1, lines 1 1-24; column 1, line 62-column 2, line 
5]- 

Werb discloses that RFID tags and memories that are able to store limited new 
information by a RFID reader and that such RFID tags are used to track items are well known 
and used in the art [column 1, lines 1 1-23 and 41-54] 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made to use the method of updating package tracking information that is well known and 
used in the art as disclosed in Card with the RFID and attached memory store that is well known 
and used in the art as disclosed by Werb because one of ordinary skill would have known to use 
RFID tags with package tracking systems and that such RFID tags have memories that allow 
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information on them to be updated. Given that Card discloses that package tracking systems use 
a method of updating package information as it moves throughout the package system, one of 
ordinary skill would have found it obvious to supplement the second data with the first data on 
the RFID memory. 

Regarding claim 41, Card and Werb disclose the method of Claim 28. 

Card discloses wherein said second information from said location on said computer 
network is further updated with information regarding a location of where said tag is interrogated 
[column 1, lines 1 1-24; column 1, line 62-column 2, line 5]. 

Card does not expressly disclose using an RFID tag, however, Card does disclose that 
package tracking systems use a method to update package tracking information based on its 
current location,' however, Werb discloses that such RFID tags used to track articles or items that 
have such a memory are well known and used in the art [column 1, lines 1 1-54, specifically lines 
11-15 and 41-54]. Werb also discloses that RFID tags are known to those of ordinary skill in the 
art to be used as improvements of the tags in the context of Card [column 1, lines 24-25]. 

Claim 41 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) since the motivations regarding the 
obviousness of claim 28 also apply to claim 41. 

Claim 42 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) since claim 42 contains the same limitations as 
recited in claim 29. 

Claim 43 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) since claim 43 contains the same limitations as 
recited in claims 28 and 40 in combination. 

Claims 44 and 45 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) since claims 44 and 45 contain the 
same limitations as recited in claims 41 and 29 respectively. 
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Claim 50 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) since claim 50 contains the same limitations as 
recited in claims 28 and 4 1 in combination. 

4. Claims 32-39, 46-49, and 51-54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Card et al. and Werb et al. as applied to claims 28 and 45 above, and further in 
view of "Track by Tracking Number", as displayed on 18 February 1999 at 
www . ups . com/ tracking/ tracking . html (hereinafter "UPS"). 

Regarding claim 32, Card and Werb disclose the method of Claim 28. 

Card and Werb do not expressly disclose wherein said address further comprises a 
Uniform Resource Locator, wherein said location further comprises a website, and wherein said 
second information is updated with said first data by executing a Java applet associated with said 
website, however, "UPS" discloses these limitations [see whole document]. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
use the method of reading a tag on a package as disclosed in Card and Werb with the system of a 
web site as shown in "UPS" because "UPS" discloses that the package tracking system and the 
web site operate together as a whole in order to track packages and update information on the 
packages in a new and easily accessible manner [see whole document, specifically "NOTICE" 
and "What is a Tracking Number?"], which is within the context of the disclosures of Card and 
Werb. 

Regarding claim 33, Card, Werb, and "UPS" disclose the method of Claim 32. 

Card and Werb do not expressly disclose wherein a customer of said package can access 
said website to obtain said updated second information, however, "UPS" does disclose these 
limitations [see "What is a Tracking Number?"]. 
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Claim 33 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) since the motivations regarding the 
obviousness of claim 32 also apply to claim 33. 

Regarding claim 34, Card, Werb, and "UPS" disclose the method of Claim 33. 

Card discloses wherein said updated second information comprise a current information 
regarding a delivery status of said package [column 1, line 62-column 2, line 5]. "UPS" also 
discloses this limitation [see "What is a Tracking Number?] 

Regarding claim 35, Card, Werb, and "UPS" disclose the method of Claim 34. 

Card discloses wherein said delivery status comprises one of a status on a location of said 
package and a status on an arrival time of said package, [column 1, line 62-column 2, line 5] 
"UPS" also discloses these limitations [see "You can instantly track. . ." and "What is a Tracking 
Number?"] 

Regarding claim 36, Card, Werb, and "UPS" disclose the method of Claim 35. 

Card and Werb do not expressly disclose wherein said accessing step further comprises 
automatically launching a browser application and automatically loading said Uniform Resource 
Locator into an address field of said automatically launched browser application, however, 
"UPS" does disclose these limitations [see whole document]. 

Claim 36 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) since the motivations regarding the 
obviousness of claim 32 also apply to claim 36. 

Regarding claim 37, Card and Werb disclose the method of Claim 28. 

Card and Werb do not expressly disclose wherein said address further comprises an e- 
mail address, however, "UPS" does disclose this limitation [see "Tracking by E-Mail"]. 
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Claim 37 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) since the motivations regarding the 
obviousness of claim 32 also apply to claim 37. 

Regarding claim 38, Card, Werb, and "UPS" disclose the method of Claim 37. 

Card and Werb do not expressly disclose the method further comprising launching an e- 
mail client and communicating an e-mail message associated with said first data regarding said 
package to a customer of said package through said e-mail client, said customer having said e- 
mail address, however, "UPS" does disclose these limitations [see "Tracking by E-Mail"]. 

Claim 38 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) since the motivations regarding the 
obviousness of claim 32 also apply to claim 38. 

Regarding claim 39, Card, Werb, and "UPS" disclose the method of Claim 38. 

Card and Werb do not expressly disclose wherein said e-mail message comprises one of a 
message on a location of said package and a message on an arrival time of said package, 
however, "UPS" does disclose these limitations [see "What is a Tracking Number?" and 
"Tracking by E-Mail"]. 

Claim 39 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) since the motivations regarding the 
obviousness of claim 32 also apply to claim 39. 

Regarding claim 46, Card and Werb disclose the computer network system of Claim 45. 

Card discloses the computer network system further comprising: 

a local network and a host server connected with said client computer via said local 
network wherein said client computer accesses said location by an operation of said application 
through said host server. [Figure 2; column 7, line 30-column 9, line 23] 



Application/Control Number: 09/5 1 5,297 Page 1 0 

Art Unit: 2143 

Card and Werb do not expressly disclose a global network nor wherein said host server 
being further connected to said global network, however, "UPS" does disclose these limitations 
[see whole document] 

Claim 46 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) since the motivations regarding the 
obviousness of claim 32 also apply to claim 46. 

Regarding claim 47, Card, Werb, and "UPS" disclose the computer network system of 
Claim 46. 

Card discloses the computer network system further comprising a wireless access point 
directly connected to said local network and wherein said host server is connected with said 
client computer though said wireless access point. [Figure 2; column 7, line 30-column 9, line 
23] 

Regarding claim 48, Card, Werb, and "UPS" disclose the computer system of Claim 47. 

Card discloses wherein said client computer is a handheld wireless device that is 
wirelessly connected to said wireless access point. [Figure 2; column 7, line 30-column 9, line 
23, specifically column 8, lines 55-63] 

Regarding claim 49, Card, Werb, and "UPS" disclose the computer system of Claim 48. 

Card does not expressly disclose wherein said RFID reader is located within said 
handheld wireless device, however, Card does disclose that the handheld wireless device 
contains a tag reader [column 8, line 7-30]. 

Werb discloses that such RFID readers used with RFID tags used to track articles or 
items are well known and used in the art [column 1, lines 1 1-54, specifically lines 11-15 and 41- 




Application/Control Number: 09/5 1 5,297 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2143 

54]. Werb also discloses that RFID tags are known to those of ordinary skill in the art to be used 
as improvements of the tags used in the context of Card [column 1, lines 24-25]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made to use RFID tags that are well known and used in the art as disclosed in Werb with the 
method of reading a tag on a package that is also well known and used in the art as disclosed in 
Card. 

Claim 51 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) since claim 51 contains the same limitations as 
recited in claim 37 and 38 in combination. 

Claims 52 and 53 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) since claim 52 and 53 contains the 
same limitations as recited in claim 40. 

Claim 54 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) since claim 54 contains the same limitations as 
recited in claims 28 and 30 in combination. 

Conclusion 

5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

US Patent 5 381 137 A to Ghaem et al; 

US Patent Application Publication 2001/0035410 Al to Taube et al; 

"UPS Internet Tools'*, as posted on 5 June 1997 at www.ups.com/tools/tools.html ; 

"Frequently Asked Questions", as posted on 27 January 1998 at 

www . ups . com/us in g/ s erv i ces/faq/faq . html . 
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4. Applicants amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not, mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to George C Neurauter whose telephone number is 703-305-4565. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 9am-5:30pm Eastern Time. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Wiley can be reached on 703-308-5221 . The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-746-7239 for regular 
communications and 703-746-7238 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-746-7240. 
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TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2100 



